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Could Social Capital and Organisational 
Commitment Influence Job Performance 
Amongst Academic Staff in Higher 
Education Institutions? 
JAMES K. CAMPBELL AND YEN SIEW HWA 
Introduction 
Contemporary management philosophy in higher educational institutions is 
currently informed by an increased focus on performance measurement and 
management. This focus on measurement and management of performance 
attempts through assessment of performance outcomes in higher education 
to assess the level of productivity within higher educational institutions. This 
process of evaluating performance and productivity is part of a growing shift 
towards what Guy Neave has termed the 'evaluative state' (Neave, 1990; Neave, 
1998, p. 471). An evaluative state is one that increasingly places measures on 
public institutions to measure, assess and evaluate productivity. The central idea 
of evaluation is that it is not necessary to control institutions directly because 
ensuring that they submit to process of evaluation and audit can provide direction 
for institutions without the need for the state to necessarily exercise day to day 
control. This increasing need to evaluate and audit; in "which the techniques 
and values of accountancy have become a central organizing principle in the 
governance and management of human conduct" is creating "new kinds of 
relationships, habits and practices" (Shore, 2008, p. 279). The auditing of things 
in contemporary society has become so pervasive that some theorists suggest 
we live in an 'audit society' (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p. 267; Power, 1994; 
Power, 1997; Power, 2000). The benefits of this 'audit culture' according to its 
supporters include; its contribution to encouraging the setting of measurable 
targets in productivity and performance, establishing and providing improved 
accountability to the public and the state, encouraging productive behaviour and 
addressing laziness and non-productivity by reason of the existence of publicly 
verifiable performance standards (Blackman et al., 2006; Davis, Downe & 
Martin, 2001). 
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The growth of neo-liberalism and its handmaiden New Public Management 
theory has been the driver of performance indicator culture. The desire of 
public policymakers to know and have available to them measurable data 
on productivity and outcomes within their institutions became increasingly 
paramount from the 1980s. This trend toward audit and accountability has been 
taken up in the higher education sector and has generated considerable debate 
and engagement with the whole issue of performance, outcomes in higher 
education and the possible hidden or unintended consequences of simply 
judging outcomes of higher educational institutions through easily measurable 
indices. The justification for the development and imposition of performance 
measurement indicators relies largely on the arguments of transparency and 
accountability. Often performance indicators are used as a way to confer financial 
advantage to staff, reduced workload, promotion and other benefits. Accrued 
individually a performance indicators power resides in the perceived benefits 
and 'punishments' that accrue to individual as who attain a high rank over 
others. Underpinning the performance culture is the ethos of competition. This 
is not lost on staff in organisations where performance indicators are operant. 
The idea that by rewarding performance through a key performance structure 
we can generate an increase in productivity and inspire individuals to compete 
and to attain a required number of key performance indicators (KPis) is rapidly 
changing the values structure and ethos framework of higher educational 
institutions. While the arguments for performance auditing performance 
indicators is to increase transparency, efficiency and mission success an effect 
of audit culture is to, make "the activities of higher education institutions much 
more publicly visible and hence more likely to be criticised" (Deem, 1998, p. 56) 
thus increasing pressure on higher educational institutions and the people within 
them. Sven Modell points out that, debate over the desirability and effectiveness 
of "these forms of control, implying that performance measurement (PM) should 
be selectively tailored to clearly specified objectives, targets or standards, has been 
subject to a long-standing debate in the public sector management literature" 
(Modell, 2003, p. 333). 
Could KPis rewards structure crowd out intangible forms of motivation such as 
other regarding behaviour, civic motivations, altruism, group solidarity or simply 
personal passion and thus help to dissipate and negate the broader set of both 
tangible and intangible motivations that have hitherto characterised the academy. 
Theorists such as Falk, Fehr and Fischbacher, have drawn our attention to the 
fact that extrinsic motivations can act to inhibit or crowd out the intrinsic 
motivations that are so necessary for performance. According to this line of 
thought a significant cohort of people in organisations are motivated to action 
and production through adherence to principles of 'reciprocally fair behaviour' 
(Falk, Ernst & Fischbacher, 1999, p. 2) and other intrinsic motivations which 
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manifest in forms of social capital that are the basis for innovation and learning. 
Norms rooted in 1other regarding' values of reciprocity and 1inequity aversion' may 
be central to why many academics became academics in the first place. 
The normative affective and social identities of academics are strongly related to 
their motivational efforts. Such effort and motivations are critical to the broader 
stability and sustainability of organisational performance in the long run. To what 
extent does the inculcation and existence of performance culture act to dissipate 
and diminish forms of social capital such as inter-subjective trust, cooperative 
values, honesty, integrity and inclusiveness? Does the focus on measurable 
indicators also act to dissipate our concern with other regarding activity or is it 
negligible in its effect on these values? Another important problem to consider 
is the unintended possible spill over effects of KPis reward structures on other 
issues of intuitional performance and objectives. There is important literature 
that recognises that there may be anomalies or irregularities between ((rewards, 
sanctions or monitoring, on the one hand, and efforts, on the other hand" 
(Festre & Garrouste, 2008, p. 2). Indeed, ''studies in psychological economics and 
psychology show that performance contingent rewards can lead to a reduction 
in effort, particularly in the case of activities which are originally intrinsically 
motivated" (Festre & Garrouste, 2008, p. 2). Does the need to produce KPis 
entail a diminution of an individual's focus on other regarding behaviour? Or is 
involvement in social capital irrelevant to KPis? Is it possible fo have high KPis 
but a problematic performance culture in an organisation? Are KPis outcomes 
necessarily a proxy for measuring deep performance culture in an organisation? 
To reiterate two basic issues in regards to social capital and performance 
indicators have animated our research interest. Firstly, does the KPis culture act 
to crowd out social capital and secondly, are KPis an adequate measure of long-
term performance fundamentals in an organisation? 
Social Capital Other Regarding Values and Performance 
A wide range of theorists have brought our attention to the way that the 
reduction of rewards to calculable benefits has the unintended effect of negating 
or dissipating altruistic and other regarding motivations for achievement 
in academia. Frey and Jegen (2001) argue that in many cases the reduction of 
motivation to extrinsic rewards, (in our case KPis) may lead to a diminution of 
intrinsic motivation which may in some cases be a far better motivator for people 
to perform. The argument mounted by critics such as Frey andJegen (2001), Fehr 
and Gachter (2000), Gachter and Falk (2000), Osterloh and Frey (2009) as well 
as the seminal work of Bowles and Herbert (2000), and Henrich et al. (2001) is 
that the psychological assumptions that underpin the idea of performance culture 
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are :flawed. This is because arguably the basic 'behavioural assumptions' of New 
Public Management theory and its concomitant performance indicator culture is 
based on the implicit assumptions that actors in higher educational institutions 
are motivated as homo economicus; in other words as 'entirely self-regarding' 
(Bowles & Gintis, 2000, p. 1). The implication of much of the performance 
literature is that increasing performance metrics is itself a sufficient indicator of 
the health of long-term and sustainable performance culture in an organisation. 
The core issue in the critical literature on performance indicators is the extent to 
which these indicators adequately capture our intangible other regarding forms 
of social capital, empathy, and commitment and cooperative spirit and the extent 
to which performance metrics are a sufficient proxy for long-term sustainable 
organisational performance health. In other words a key scholarly issue is the 
extent to which performance indicators are too limited in the scope of what they 
measure. 
Critics point out the way that current managerial culture in higher education is 
deeply affecting intellectual culture. According to critics such as Kathleen Lynch 
the apparently apolitical nature of neo-liberal educational reform hides from view 
the ideological and normative agenda that neo-liberal reform actually pursues 
(Lynch, 2006). In fact as Lynch argues constant measurement and auditing of 
performance leads to a 'fabrication of image over substance' (Lynch, 2006, p. 7). 
Everything one does must be measured and counted and only the measurable and 
countable matters. Under such conditions trust in the integrity of academics is 
replaced by a singular focus on performance indicators and measurements. The 
core argument here is that KPis culture acts to create a university environment 
where other regarding behaviour, professional trust and important forms of social 
interaction are simply not measured or valued. 
One reason that we are particularly interested in KPis and social capital 
is because there is an important research literature on the connection and 
importance of social capital to institutional economic growth and development. 
According to Klaus Nielson, "The beneficial effects of social capital on economic 
performance are ascribed to mechanisms such as the following: trust lowers 
transaction costs; networks provide channels of information; and norms of 
reciprocity make voluntary collective action possible or less costly" (Nielsen, 
2003, p. 2). Lundvall et al. (2001, p. 31) points out that, "there are contradictions 
inherent in the economic process that threaten learning and competence 
building by undermining social capital." In other words, social capital is critical 
to understanding innovation in organisations and underpins the successful 
position of an institution in the learning economy. Lundvall (2007, p. 37) argues 
that, "the production and efficient use of intellectual capital is fundamentally 
depending upon social capital". The core issue here is the significance of social 
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capital to learning, development and innovation in societies. Higher ed;icational 
institutions arguably rely on social capital for their productivity, identity and 
internal social cohesion. Drawing upon thi~ insight and applying it to the specific 
institutional matrices of the university and the role of KPis in regards to social 
capital and non-economic motivations seems increasingly significant given the 
need for higher educational institutions to both compete innovate and provide 
values leadership for their respective societies. 
The significance of social capital to organisational performance and the 
performance of individuals within organisations is now well-established in 
the contemporary research literature. In this study, we have drawn upon the 
work of Nahaphiet and Ghoshal (1998) in understanding the nature and 
characteristics of social capital. Nahaphiet and Ghoshal divide social capital 
into three components: structural, relational and cognitive. The critical point to 
make in regards to their understandings of social capital is their use of the idea of 
embeddedness which is drawn from the work of Granovetter (1985, p. 504) who 
argues that, "most behavior is embeddeded in networks of interpersonal relations" 
and draws also critically from the insights of Karl Polanyi (1944, p. 57) whose 
use of the concept of embeddedness is foundational. Philosophically the critical 
notion that informs the use of embededdness is a critique of the idea that market 
relations are entirely self-regulating and that behaviour in institutions "can be 
better understood as resulting from the pursuit of self-interest by rational, more 
or less atomized individuals" (Granovetter, 1985, p. 482). 
Commitment 
The theoretical work that we use as a basis for our analysis of commitment is 
derived from the research of J.P. Meyer and Natalie J. Alan (Allen & Meyer, 
1990). According to Meyer and Alan commitment to an organisation can be 
divided into three essential types: affective commitment, normative commitment 
and continuance commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Numerous scholars 
have found that organisational commitment is positively correlated with work 
performance (Bateman & Strasser, 1984; Cohen, 1999; DiBella & Nevis, 1998; 
Meyer, Becker & Vandenberghe, 2004; Morrow & McElroy, 1987; Morrow 
& Wirth, 1989; Morrow & McEvoy, 1993; Rego & Cunha, 2008). Research 
has shown that all three forms of commitment are important for workplace 
performance. Affective commitment, is described as, "positive feelings of 
identification with, attachment to, and involvement in, the work organisation" 
(Meyer & Allen, 1984, p. 375). Luchak and Gellatly (2007) and Gellatly and 
Luchak (1998) argue that affective commitment can have a large effect on 
organisational performance. Elemers De Gilder and Haslam (2004, p. 471) argue, 
"the perception of a common identity and the resulting feelings of identification 
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with the workgroup constitute an important factor that motivates group members 
to work toward collective goals." Affective commitment has been cited specifically 
by researchers as critical in performance of productive workers in organisations. 
Organisational commitment can act as a predictor of "performance, turnover, 
absenteeism, tenure and organisational goals" (Meyer & Allen, 1997, p. 12). 
One interesting observation by Meyer, Becker and Vandenberghe (2004) is that 
affective commitment may be more beneficial than continuance commitment 
when employee discretion in reaching organisational goals is necessary. In 
such cases affective commitment can help sustain the necessary flexibility and 
emotional energy needed to reach difficult and at times unclear organisational 
goals. Task complexity in universities and the uncertainty that often characterises 
research may entail the salience of affective commitment. 
Normative commitment is, "feelings of obligation towards the organisation'' 
and continuance commitment is known as "the extent to which employees 
feel committed to their organisations by virtue of the costs that they feel are 
associated with leaving" (Meyer & Allen, 1984, p. 375). Suliman and Iles 
(1999) have found significant associations between normative commitment and 
performance as well as between continuance commitment and performance. The 
critical importance of research into commitment in organisations is its relevance 
to helping us understand and analyse longer term organisational performance 
and success. There is still a significant need to disentangle and understand how 
different forms of commitment relate to workplace behaviour and performance. 
According to Cohen (1999, p. 285): 
We are still much in need of conceptual and empirical work in sorting out how 
forms of commitment are related and how they relate to work behaviour. In 
fact, work commitment forms have been shown to predict important outcomes 
such as turnover, turnover intentions, performance, job satisfaction, prosocial 
organisational behaviour, absenteeism, and tardiness. 
Indeed according to Rego and Cunha (2008, p. 60), "to reach higher 
performance, organisations need to develop affective and normative bonds with 
their employees, and to discourage continuance commitment." This argument 
finds significant support in the critical insights of 'identity economic' theory. 
Akerlof and Kranton's (2010) studies on identity and economic institutions 
provide added force to the significance of affective commitments to institutional 
productivity. They argue that, "In every social context, people have a notion of 
who they are, which is associated with beliefs about how they and others are 
supposed to behave. These notions, as we will see, play important roles in how 
economies work" (Akerlof & Kranton, 2010, p. 4). The key here is that non-
economic, non-instrumental, non-calculative motives are critical to understand 
in the context of understanding behaviours and the creation of a deeply seated 
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sustainable performance culture in organisations. We need to grasp the extent 
to which performance cultures gel with non-instrumental and non-economic 
motivations in academic staff. Identity economics literature reminds us of the 
critical identities that many academics have of their work and its moral and 
intangible characteristics. 
Commitment is critically dependent not just on objective inter-subjective 
relations of cooperation but also on strong positive perceptions of the importance 
of cooperation. Socially embedded contextual and reinforced practices help to 
shape forms of commitment to an organisation. These forms of commitment are 
themselves related to the quality and depth of 'job embeddedness' (Holtom & 
O'Neill, 2004) which is critically influenced by social capabilities and practices 
in the workplace (Lee et al., 2004). Affective commitment develops when the 
staff becomes involved in, recognises the value and relevance of his/her identity 
as an aspect of their association with the university (Mowday, Porter & Durbin, 
197 4; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Identity in this discussion is critical since 
our affective commitments are strongly related to our sense of personal identity. 
Affective commitment among academic staff is accentuated when staff feel the 
respects and supports them. The development of such affective commitment 
lies at the nexus between the identities of staff as academics and the way 
these identities are reinforced and realised through social interactions, social 
recognition and day-to-day social capital. Normative commitment on the other 
hand develops and is inculcated when the staff internalise the university's norms 
and values through day-to-day socialisation and engagement. Such socialisation 
entails staff, receiving certain benefits, some tangible and others intangible 
that incline them to feel the need to reciprocate and internalise, and the values 
and norms of the organisation. Continuance commitment is based on staff 
recognising the costs of staying or leaving the university. Calculating these costs is 
the basis of continuance commitment (Rego et al., 2008). 
Objectives 
This study examines the extent of non-tangible forms of social capital and 
commitment contributions to successful attainment of KPis and broader 
performance. Understanding this is an important and central issue in the way 
we understand the role that commitment and social capital plays in helping to 
engender performance in universities. Having an awareness of the role that 
intangible values and forms of social capital and emotional and normative 
commitment has on individual productive outcomes as well as the broader 
performance culture of an institution is critical to understand if we are to fully 
grasp the processes necessary to attain increases in the productivity of staff in 
universities. Compounding this is another issue. To what extent does the culture 
of KPis militate against or crowd out other forms of social capital and innovative 
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engagement in universities. This study also analyse the relationship between 
respondents background such as age, gender, rank and length of service on KPis. 
Finally to what extent is KPls a good indicator of the existence of deep long-
term performance culture? Are performance indicators a sufficient indicator of 
deep and fundamental performance culture? Is performance reliant on forms of 
more or less intangible social capital and commitment? Alternatively is there no 
necessary connection between social capital, commitment and KPls? In short the 
relationship between key performance criteria how this affects and relies on forms 
of largely tacit social values and interactions is the objective of this chapter. 
Methods 
Analysis on this preliminary study is based on the responds we have gathered 
from a total of 161 academic staff from the main campus of Universiti Sains 
Malaysia (USM). This sample was derived from an estimated total population 
size of 922 from the main campus based on a ± 7% level of precision and 95% 
confidence level. The random stratification of academic staff was selected based 
on schools. Further sampling within the schools was made based on professor and 
associate professors, senior lecturers and lecturers classifications. 
Table 1 Background of respondents 
N= 161 Frequency Percent 
Gender Male 98 60.5 
Female 63 38.9 
Rank Professor 13 8.0 
Associate professor 47 29.0 
Senior lecturer 89 54.9 
Lecturer 12 7.4 
Years of Less than 5 years 56 34.6 
service 6-10 years 31 19.1 
11-15 years 15 9.3 
More than 16 years 59 36.4 
Mean age is 45 years (standard deviation = 9.2), and about 60% are male. As 
shown in Table 1, about 36% of the staff has been working at the university for 
more than 16 years, 35% less than 5 years, 19.1% between 6-10 years and 9.3% 
between 11-15 years. The majority of the staff are senior lecturers (54.9%), 8% 
professors, 29% associate professors and 7.4% lecturers. 
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Instrumentation 
Factor analysis 
Organisational commitment was measured based on a modified version of an 
instrument previously developed and validated by Rego and Souto (2004). It 
includes 11 items with five-likert scales instead of 14 seven-point scales given 
in the original instrument, measuring effective, normative and continuance 
commitment. A factor analysis was carried out to test the three factor models. 
Social capital dimension was measured by 27 items fi.ve-likert scales based on 
various sources which include Wu et al. (2008) and Lundvall (2007) emphasising 
major indicators such as trust, social network, sense of belonging, friendship and 
team orientation. Nahapiet and Ghoshal's (1998) division of social capital into 
structural, relational and cognitive dimensions was used in framing how we 
understood social capital and its dimensions. The 11 commitment items and 27 
social capital items were subjected to principal component analysis (PCA) after 
the suitability of data for factor analysis was tested. Correlation matrix amongst 
the items showed most of the coefficients are 0.30 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-
Oklin values were 0.76 for commitment model and 0.911 for social capital model 
where both values exceed the recommended value of 0.60 (Kaiser, 1970 & 1974) 
and the Barlett's test for both are also significant (Barlett, 1954) which support 
the factorability of the correlation matrix. PCA indicated three components for 
both models with eigenvalues more than 1. Varimax rotation was used to facilitate 
interpretation of factor loadings and coefficients were used to obtain factor scores 
for the selected factors. 
The items are selected to explain the components in Tables 2a and 2b after 
removing the other items with loadings less than 0.40 and also those with cross 
loadings. For commitment, 1 item has been removed and for social capital 11 
items were removed. Communalities item are considered 'high' if they are all 0.80 
or greater (Velicer & Fava, 1998) but these values are hard to come by in a real 
data. In social science studies a moderate communalities values of 0.40 and 0.70 
are common and acceptable. A communality value of less than 0.40 may suggest 
that the item does not relate to the other items in the same factor. Communalities 
for both commitment and social capital components are within the range of 0.44 
and 0. 80 which indicate that all the items in each factor are related. 
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Table 2a Commitments (factor loadings and communalities) 
Component Effective Normative Continuance Communalities 
I am proud to tell 0.860 0.761 
others that I am 
part of this school. 
I am proud to 0.838 0.734 
tell others that 
I am part of this 
university. 
I have a strong 0.862 0.771 
affection for this 
school. 
I have a strong 0.776 0.656 
affection for this 
university. 
l feel like'part of 0.731 0.663 
the family' at my 
school. 
Even if it were to 0.816 0.752 
my advantage, 
it would not be 
right to leave my 
university now. 
I would not leave 0.849 0.773 
my university right 
now because I 
have a sense of 
obligation to the 
people in it. 
If I got another 0.873 0.802 
offer for a better 
job elsewhere, I 
would not feel it 
was right to leave 
my university. 
I remain in this 0.839 0.724 
university because 
I feel that it would 
not be easy to 
enter into another 
organisation. 
I remain in this 0.853 0.737 
university because 
leaving it would 
imply great 
personal sacrifices. 
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Table 2b Social capital (factor loadings and communalities) 
Component Relational 
Cohesive Social Communalities 
trust bonds network 
My colleagues 0.823 0.704 
clearly understand 
the goals and 
visions in our 
university. 
My colleagues and 0.760 0.621 
I share the same 
goals and visions 
in our university. 
My colleagues and 0.701 0.609 
I are enthusiastic 
about pursuing 
the collective 
goals and missions 
of the university. 
My colleagues 0.727 0.649 
display a high 
degree of a pride 
in my duties and 
teamwork. 
My colleagues 0.707 0.675 
assign high 
priority to team 
goals. 
I trust the words of 0.635 0.542 
the leader. 
My colleagues 0.748 0.648 
trust the words of 
the leader. 
My colleagues 0,653 0.592 
share material, 
resources and 
information in 
networking. 
My colleagues are 0.642 0.640 
always willing to 
cooperate. 
I always keep 0.587 0.443 
promises with my 
coUeagues. 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 2b (continued) 
Component 
I willingly 
participate in all 
relevant aspects of 
the team. 
I display a high 
degree of a pride 
in my duties and 
teamwork. 
I have a positive 
working 
relationship with 
others. 
I approach 
my job with 
professionalism 
and dedication. 
I share materiat 
resources and 
information in 
networking. 
I have confident 
in discussing 
problems 
(personal) with my 
colleagues. 
I socialise outside 
the university with 
my colleagues. 
Relational 
trust 
Multiple regression analysis 
Cohesive 
bonds 
0.640 
0.729 
0.703 
0.773 
0.526 
Social 
network 
0.764 
0.720 
Communalities 
0.589 
0.603 
0.591 
0.600 
0.457 
0.653 
0.632 
Score values of all the three commitment factors and three social capital factors 
were considered as independent variables for predicting KPis. Besides that, 
other relevant variables such as age, rank, gender and tenure were included in 
the model. Rank and tenure were treated as categorical data. In the analysis, 
for rank, professors and associate professors were compared with the controlled 
item senior lecturers/lecturers when we want to see the extent of their influence 
on the dependent variable. Whereas for tenure, those whom have work for 16 
years or more, between 11-15 years and also between 6-10 years were compared 
with those who have served 5 years or less. Kolmogorov-Simirnov normality 
test was applied to all dependent variables and they were found to be normally 
distributed. VIF and tolerance levels for all the models in Tables 3 and 4 also fall 
within the range which indicates no multicollinearity problem. 
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Results and Discussion 
Social capital and commitment 
Table 3 presents the results of the regression analyses showing the extent of 
the three organisational commitments can be explained by the social capital 
dimensions. Higher relational trust, cohesive bonds and social network tend to 
contribute to greater affective and normative commitments. The significance 
of affective and normative commitment to organisational performance over 
the long-term is an important aspect of organisational theory and research. 
Organisational commitment is largely defined by an employee's willingness to 
stay on as part of an organisation. Three types of organisational commitment 
include affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative 
commitment. Affective commitment relates to emotional aspects of commitment, 
continuance commitment relates to the costs of staying or leaving and normative 
commitment. There is a strong literature linking organisational commitment 
with overall and long-term job performance. Negative views about the work 
place, negative views about the social interactions at work and a failure of work 
places to generate affective and normative commitments can lead to higher rates 
of turnover, lack of real engagement with the goals of an organisation and a 
failure of buy in by staff to the goals of the organisation. In short the problems of 
commitment suggest problems with the long-term performance of organisations. 
Research has shown that commitment to an organisation's goals and values has 
a direct effect on continuance in an organisation. The literature on normative 
and affective commitment provides a balance to economic analysis of the basis 
of commitment. This literature which supports the centrality of continuance 
commitment posits organisational commitment in terms of the costs of leaving 
a current employer. This literature focuses on the calculative costs and benefits an 
employee can gain or lose in relation to their decision to stay in an organisation. 
Commitment in such a framework is largely calculative and is supported by 
classical economic notions of human beings as calculative utility maximisers. 
However a significant literature has been established which draws our attention 
to the emotional and ethical issues at stake as well. Affective identification 
with an organisation can be based on emotional connections to the goals of 
an organisation or deep bonds of social interaction with fellow workers in an 
organisation. This literature provides a fuller and more rounded view of human 
motivations and the basis of long term performance. Organisational commitment 
is a recognised predictor of job behaviour and intentions. 
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Table 3 Regression analysis: How social capital explains organisational commitment? 
Predictive variables Criterion variables 
Model 1: Affective Model 2: Normative Model 3: Continuance 
commitment beta commitment beta commitment beta 
(p-value) (p-value) (p-value) 
Relational trust 0.237 (0.001)** 0.372 (0.000)*** 0.041 (0.623) 
Cohesive bonds 0.451 (0.000)*** 0.198 {0.011 )* -0.269 {0.033)* 
Social network 0.248 {0.000)*** 0.258 {0.000)*** 0.062 {0.447) 
Age 0.014 {0.234) 0.022 {0.082) 0.013 (0.352) 
Gender 0.199 (0.181) -0.080 (0.620) 0.013 (0.747) 
Rank 
Professor 0.300 (0.299) 0.527 (0.093) -0.450 (0.207) 
Associate professor 0.449 (0.013)* 0.149 (0.445) 0.006 (0.977) 
Length of service 
6-10 years 0.087 (0.662} -0.455 (0.026)* 0.100 (0.683) 
11-15 years -0.395 (0.135) -0.266 (0.351) -0.497 (0.127) 
16 years or more -0.333 (0.198} -0.515 (0.066) 0.134 (0.647) 
R1 0.361 0.338 0.127 
Adjusted R2 0.314 0.289 0.063 
F 7.697 6.948 1.986 
p-value 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.127 
Tolerance 0.274-0.965 0.274-0.965 0.274-0.965 
VIF 1.036-3.655 1.036-3.655 1.036-3.655 
Notes: *p < 0,05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0,001. 
Overall, staff background such as age, gender, rank and number of years working 
with the university do not seemed to have effect on all the three commitment 
components except for associate professors compared to senior lecturers/lecturers 
in the first model, and also those who have served the university between 6 to 10 
years compared to those who have served 5 years or less in the second model. The 
significance of rank to affective commitment, particularly the associate professors 
compared to senior lecturers/lecturers may reveal that staff who have been 
rewarded with that position within the organisation tend to have strong affective 
bonds to the organisation. Recognition and respect within institutions is a very 
good contributor to affective commitment. The influence of rank on affective 
commitments is intuitively understandable if those holding rank have been 
employed by the institution over a long period of time. However, our findings 
did not indicate a significant influence of number of years working on affective 
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commitment. Instead those who have served the university between 6 to 10 years 
were shown to have lower normative commitment compared to those who have 
served 5 years or less in model 2. Staff with strong continuance commitment 
will feel no tendency to contribute to their organisation beyond what is needed 
to keep their jobs (Rego & Cunha, 2008). This type of commitment may lead 
to undesirable work behaviour (Allen & Meyer, 2000). Our model shows that 
continuance commitment is negatively related to cohesive bonds and not related 
to any other predictive variables. Staff who have high cohesive bonds seemed to 
have lower continuance commitment. 
Structural network refers to the networks and objective structure of external 
interactions that a person engages with. Structural networks include participation 
in outside associations and groups as well as internal groups within the 
institution. For example the existence of involvements outside of the immediate 
social institution in which a worker is active indicates a strong social network. 
The existence of strong social networks may be an indicator of structural social 
capital. This may be significant for several reasons. Firstly as Putnam (2007) 
argues involvement in broader networks can help to develop capacities which 
are transferable into local institutions. This is because strong forms of social 
capital, created through positive interaction in a social milieu create positive 
and important competencies as well as 'habits of the heart' which can have 
transferable impact on the work environment. The objective existence of social 
networks can thus be an indicator of positive collaborative values. The strong 
existence of positive relations, positive self-perceptions and actions in regards to 
associational activity and verifiable structure of participation are all important 
aspects of social capital and all contribute to strong normative and affective 
commitment. 
Relational social capital refers to the nature characteristic quality and scope of 
the connections and interactions between individuals in an organisation (Bolino, 
Turnley & Bloodgood, 2002, p. 506). Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) argue that, 
"relational embeddedness describes the kind of personal relationships people have 
developed with each other through a history of engagements and interactions 
in organisations" (p. 244). Relational social capital has a critical influence on the 
creation of normative and affective commitment. The development of strong 
interpersonal bond, loyalty and affective commitment shows a strong correlation 
to normative and affective commitment to the organisation. 
Social capital, commitment and KPJs 
KPis is measured in terms of tangible products produced by the academic 
staff. It includes publications, supervision of postgraduate students, researches, 
innovations and consultancies. KPis does not necessarily measure less tangible 
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products or processes that go into the creation of KPis. This 'blindness' to 
intangibles constitutes a significant potential problem in understanding the 
deep and fundamental influences and nature of performance. Accountability 
and transparency are key positive attributes of KPis. The shift in judging 
accountability through performance and not simply through accounting for 
expenditure was a shift from a focus on regulations towards a focus on results. 
Results orientation of accountability is often linked to increased autonomy. 
Organisations are granted autonomy in exchange for tangible results. The 
desire to see and have tangible signs of performance results that were credible 
and comparable (Burke & Modarresi, 2000, p. 433). There is an "increasing 
societal requirement that colleges and universities must become more responsive 
to national economic needs and new government demands for increased 
performance" (Alexander, 2000, p. 411). Recognising the links between 
performance in higher education, economic and social development is now a 
critical issue. The success of human resources and effective population systems is 
now critical in the legitimacy of higher education in the contemporary knowledge 
economy (Alexander, 2000, p. 412). However, while KPis have become a key 
policy platform to measure and drive performance towards greater productivity 
in higher education a significant issue has arisen in terms of the intangibles and 
social capital that is also critical to performance, innovation and sustainable 
development. 
Purely instrumental, calculative and individualistic performance cultures may at 
worst undercut or at a minimum fail to appreciate the critical intangibles, other 
social regarding behaviours, emotional, moral values and dispositions which 
are increasingly being recognised as critical to innovation and organisational 
development. The key idea here is that results based orientation found in KPis 
may not fully grasp the full and complex nature of performance (Thiel & Leeuw, 
2002). Smith (1995) for example argues that an unintended consequence of 
using performance indicators is "an emphasis on phenomena that are quantified 
in the performance measurement scheme at the expense of unquantified aspects 
of performance" (p. 284). Such an emphasis may inhibit innovation and the 
substance of a long-term performance culture and lead to (suboptimisation' 
(Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p. 269) which entails the narrowing of objectives 
by managers to :fit performance measurements at the expense of the deeper 
objectives of the organisation, (Smith, 1995) as well as 'measure fixation' (Van 
Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p. 269) which is an over emphasis on one single measure 
of performance without understanding the deeper more fundamental influences 
and inputs to successful performance (Smith, 1995, p. 290). Indeed emphasis on 
evaluative tools can lead institutions to mimicking the apparent practices of high-
status universities rather than improving their actual research and teaching (Van 
Thiel &Leeuw, 2002). 
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Finally performance indicators and the cultural practices they advance may lead 
to a dumbing down of institutions as staff aim to attain the simple benchmark 
without any commitment to quality. This is especially so when the commitment 
of staff to organisations is calculative and lacking in any emotional or ethical 
influence. A core issue which is salient in all of the above is that a strict and 
narrow focus on simple KPis output without a corollary awareness of the 
unintended consequences of a narrow view of KPis may miss the importance of 
intangible social capital, the importance of commitment and deeper motivations 
to the maintenance and sustainability of fundamental performance culture. 
Purely calculative commitment if not supplemented by normative and affective 
commitment to the organisation may lead staff to simply achieve KPis regardless 
of the worth of the achievement. The extent to which; "lack of innovation, tunnel 
vision, and suboptimization'' (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p. 270) can characterise 
institutions dominated by KPis culture may depend on the level of social capital 
and affective and normative commitment in the organisation. Low levels of social 
capital and low levels of normative and affective commitment to an organisation 
may have the effect of reinforcing very narrow compliance with KPis. 
As shown in Table 4, our analysis indicates that KPis does not depend on any 
of the commitment and social capital dimensions. This contradicts some past 
research that shows the significant influence of those two dimensions on job 
performance (Wann-Yih Wu et al., 2008; Rego & Cunha, 2008; Allen & Meyer, 
2000). Instead of commitment and social capital components, staff background 
such as age, rank and years of working with the university seem to have more 
influence on their job performance measured in the form of KPis. Male staff 
tend to have higher KPis. Higher ranking and number of years working in the 
university are two important factors that could positively contribute to KPis. A 
professor could contribute about 10.2 more points KPis compared to a senior 
lecturer/lecturer. Whereas an associate professor could contribute about 7.3 
points higher in KPis compared to a senior lecturer/lecturer. From our findings, 
we can also conclude that a professor contributes about 3 points more in KPls 
compared to an associate professor. As for the influence of number of years 
working with the university on KPis, staff who have served more than 16 years 
could contribute about 12 points more in KPis compared to those who have 
served less than 5 years. Staffs who have served between 11 to 15 years and 6 
to 10 years could contribute about 11 and 9.1 points more in KPis compared to 
those who have served less than 5 years respectively. Those who have served for 
more than 16 years only contributed about 1 and 3 points more than those who 
have served between 11 to 15 years and 6 to 10 years respectively. However, this 
does not mean that older staff could contribute more. This is shown in Table 4 
where age is negatively related to KPis which implies that KPis reduces as age 
increases. The extent to which length of service suggests the establishment and 
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development of affective commitment to the organisation and the establishment 
of intang~ble forms of capital which may affect KPis performance is an open 
question. 
Table 4 Regression analysis: How commitment and social capital influence KPls? 
Predictive variables 
Affective commitment 
Normative commitment 
Continuance commitment 
Relational trust 
Cohesive bonds 
Social network 
Age 
Gender 
Rank 
Professor 
Associate professor 
Length of service 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
16 years or more 
R2 
Adjusted R2 
F 
µ-value 
Tolerance 
VIF 
Notes: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 
Criterion variables 
KPls 
beta (p-value) 
-0.825 (0.569) 
1.357 (0.298) 
0.861 (0.422) 
0.256 (0.833) 
1.755 (0.224) 
-1.565 (0.162) 
-0.551 (0.002)** 
-5.161 (0.021)* 
10.168 {0.026)* 
7.263 (0.007)** 
9.135 (0.004)** 
11.028 (0.006)** 
12.025 (0.002)** 
0.288 
0.209 
3.639 
0.000*** 
0.266-0.828 
1.208-3.753 
This opens up some significant questions. One important issue is the extent to 
which there is a difference between performance indicators and performance 
itself. There is a significant literature on the way that performance indicators 
may generate a culture of 'perverse learning' (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p. 271). 
Indeed the focus on easy to measure performance indicators is not necessarily a 
measure of deep or fundamental performance which is tired more closely to long-
term social and cultural practices in an organisation. Performance indicators are 
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'observable variables' which aim to measure outcomes in performance which are 
themselves far more complex. Johnes points out: 
The methods used in the calculation of the indicators which are at present 
available have common characteristics. All use observable variables in an attempt 
to measure the unmeasurable. Teaching and research quality are merely proxies 
by these indicators. Most importantly, the crude indicators measure (proxies of) 
output, not value added. An institution which performs well according to some 
measure of output is not necessarily efficient or productive (Johnes, 1992, p. 32). 
Thus the apparent contradiction in our findings may be a result of the notorious 
imprecision of what is actually being measured: performance or performance 
indicators. Van Thiel and Leeuw capture part of the distinction being made: 
"when organisations or individuals have learned which aspects of performance 
are measured (and which are not), they can use that information to manipulate 
their assessments" (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p. 271). While our :findings suggest 
that there is no necessary correlation between gaining high KPis and the level 
of social capital engagement or the level of commitment to an organisation, this 
result may be suggestive of the limits of what KPis actually measures and the 
difficulty of measuring intangibles in regards to performance. The tunnel vision 
that characterises KPis culture may be evidenced in the lack of any relationship 
between KPis, social capital and commitment. Lack of correlation suggests that 
the problems of tunnel vision and perverse learning where staff focus on accruing 
very narrow performance points. KPis can be accrued with or without social 
capital and commitment, however the question remains: What is the depth of 
performance culture that is produced without commitment or other regarding 
interactions? Affective and normative commitment to an organisation is a 
critical aspect of the long~term performance stability of an organisation. There 
is convincing literature on the relationship between organisational commitment, 
absenteeism and turnover (Beehr & Gupta, 1978; Boal & Cidambi, 1984; 
Dalton, Todor & Krackhardt, 1982; Mobley, 1982). Absenteeism, job turnover 
and other negative factors which can generate organisational instability relate to 
a lack of proper job involvement and socialisation as well as lack of affective and 
normative commitment. 
Lack of social capital and what it produces; affective and normative commitment 
can accentuate both lack of commitment to the organisation or at best a simple 
calculative commitment which is based on nothing more than the availability 
of options elsewhere. The production of deep social capabilities generates 
normative and especially affective commitment which also impacts strongly on 
organisational stability. Normative and affective commitment generates loyalty 
and continuance in an organisation and suggests that performances which 
draw upon and express these factors have a deeper and 'thicker' characteristic. 
The key issue at stake is the extent to which an organisation relies on the 
generation of strong commitments and social capacities as a basis for long-
term development of performance. Bateman and Strasser (1984) argue that, 
organisatiortal commitment is "multidimensional in nature, involving an 
employee's loyalty to the organisation, willingness to exert effort on behalf of 
the organisation, degree of goal and value congruency with the organisation, and 
desire to maintain membership" (p. 95). Commitment results in part from solid 
interaction, membership and engagement with an organisations goals and values 
and engagement in the organisations social milieu. Deep commitments to an 
organisation, its values and the people in it are the basis of deep social capability 
building. Lack of commitment suggest the salience of calculative commitment 
and individualism which can generate immediate KPis but does not auger well 
for longer term social capability building and organisational success. 
Conclusion 
What our preliminary study has found is that affective and normative 
commitments are positively influenced by social capital. However, both high 
commitment and social capital among the academic staff do not necessarily 
manifest in high job performance measured in terms of KPis. Literature on social 
capital and how it affects organisational performance is notoriously imprecise. 
While there is a large literature on social capital that asserts a strong link between 
organisational performance and social capital there is a very strong need to 
delve more deeply into the relationships to see how if such a relationship exists 
in relation to the key measures of KPis performance. In our study, we did not 
find a significant correlation between social capital and KPis performance but our 
results show that performance was significantly linked to age, gender, length of 
service and rank. The core finding of the study is that associational activity does 
not appear to correlate with high KPis. However we did find a significant link 
between social capital, normative and affective commitment. 
A key theoretical argument in regards to the effect of social capital on 
performance is that it may manifest in deeper long-term effects over time rather 
than in the more proximate effects measurable in a discrete period of time. 
Most studies on how to increase KPis or on what leads to low KPis focus on 
human capital inputs, resource inputs and basic infrastructures (land, labour and 
capital in classical economic theory). However the impact of social capability 
as an important long-term fundamental to performance is often hidden from 
view in discussions focused on immediate inputs and measurement of outputs. 
This distinction between proximate and deep or fundamental influences on 
performance is derived from the work of Rodrik (2003) and Abramovitz (1991). 
The essential idea is that fundamental or deep determinants of performance 
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growth over a long time depend upon social capability which is a function of 
positive social capital development. This deep or fundamental performance is 
'embedded'. It relies on social capabilities and develops forms of affective and 
normative cognition which is socially contextual. Given the important literature 
on social capability and the strong arguments in regards to the development of 
social capital on long-term and deep performance in an organisation, how do 
we account for the fact that so far in our study we find no significant correlation 
between social capital and KPis performance. 
Several issues come to the fore in the following discussion. Firstly, the deeper 
long-term and cumulative effects of social capital on performance may not 
be captured in a simple survey instrument which seeks to ascertain if there 
is a direct connection between social capital and performance. In other 
words, the very nature of social capital as building forms of advantage over 
time, deep social capability building, will need a qualitative follow up in our 
research project. Secondly, the very nature of KPis may not necessarily rely on 
social capital in strong ways yet overall long-term institutional performance 
development may. How can this apparent contradiction be understood? Critics 
of KPis argue that the KPis culture rewards the immediate production of 
tangible outcomes sometimes at the expense of the cultivation of deeper forms 
of knowledge production. The need to gain immediate outcomes in the current 
KPis performance culture focuses many individuals on forms of productivity 
that gain high KPis but do not necessarily develop organisational capacities. 
Calculative commitment and calculative rationality which is reinforced through 
contemporary KPis culture does not so much diminish social capital or crowd 
it out as make it simply not relevant to performance as measured in the current 
system. In other words, the immediate production of performance in the current 
KPis culture is agnostic in regards to social capital. 
The need to gain immediate and quick K.Pls under the current schemes places 
an emphasis on the proximate factors of productivity such as human capital and 
hierarchical status of academics but does not help to develop deeper and longer 
term capabilities and social capabilities over the longer term developmental 
process. Thus in such a scenario, critical determinants of KPis are influenced 
significantly by proximate factors but have no positive or negative effect 
on deeper capacity building, the development of deeper social capabilities 
or on the forms of positive commitment that are the basis for long-term 
performance growth and institutional development. For example, higher status 
in an organisation may lead predictably to better access and treatment in an 
organisation. Weiss and Fershtman (1998, p. 802) argue, "a person of high social 
status expects to be treated favorably by other individuals with whom he might 
engage in social and economic interactions." Indeed career success literature tends 
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to confirm that' the "most commonly investigated influences were human capital 
attributes (training, work experience, education) and demographic factors (age, 
sex, marital status, number of children)" (Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2007, p. 
59). In organisations, personal characteristics associated with social status, gender, 
and ethnicity, can be used to predict individual performance within the group 
(Weiss &Fershtman, 1998). 
Expectations can also deeply influence performance outcomes. Thus the 
proximate influences on performance under the KPis rubric represent the 
predictable social markers. However the question remains: If KPis do not 
measure or take account of social capital then how is an organisation to assess 
its long-term performance fundamentals other than simply accepting KPis as the 
best proximate measure for this? The key issue here is that while KPis culture 
does not entail the crowding out of social capital in the organisation, a lack of 
concern for social capital and social capabilities may have a long-term negative 
effect on long-term performance and intellectual culture over time. The core 
aspect of all this is a recognition that the notion of academic staff as utterly 
independent rational calculators of self-interest is too simplistic in providing 
insight into fundamental performance and especially fundamental or deep 
performance sustainability. However, academics as calculative individuals who are 
well-positioned in status hierarchies of gender, tenure and age appear to explain 
proximate performance. In other words, if we accept the ideology of the rational 
calculative and instrumental individual as our basis for understanding staff and 
performance within universities then KPis seem sufficient for understanding 
performance in all its hues. However if we seek to understand the deeper 
more fundamental basis of performance based on the cultivation of social 
capabilities then we need to widen the scope of how we measure and understand 
performance. 
In conclusion, success in the current KPis structure which measures a very 
limited and narrow concept of performance does not necessarily rely on social 
capital or social capabilities, nor does success in generating such KPis necessarily 
produce of organisational commitments which when combined with longer term 
generation of social competencies and capabilities underpin deep and ongoing 
performance culture. Given USM's position in the hierarchy of universities 
and the increasingly global competitiveness and national competitiveness of 
academic work a lack of attention on increasing social capabilities, affective and 
normative commitment to the organisation may signal a diminution of long-
term capacity to generate performance culture and significant achievement, 
despite the immediate and current KPis. The idea that a self-regulating, 
individualistic and numeric KPis framework provides us with sufficient 
insight into long-term performance and organisational health fails to grasp 
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the limitations of competitive individualistic oriented policies. The substantive 
affective and normative attitudes that are reinforced through positive social 
embeddedness in an organisation are critical to understanding the deeper and 
more sustainable basis for continued organisational performance, competitiveness 
and performance. We need to grasp what lies behind and informs our economic 
lives (Zelizer, 2011). This is critical to understand in any full discussion of 
organisational performance. 
Universities need to beware of placing themselves in a situation of disadvantage 
in an asymmetric global higher education market. One of the brakes on brain 
drain from institutions of higher education is the cultivation of other regarding 
loyalties, affective and normative commitments and social capital relations 
which can offset purely calculative decisions from staff that may be in a position 
to move. Performance is not simply the counting of specific achievements. 
For a university it is a sustainable culture and bond which enables institutions 
to effectively develop and maintain sustainable performance outcomes over 
the long-term. In middle income nations and institutions that do not have the 
high salaries and conditions that other elite global institutions may possess, the 
importance of social capital and deep affective and normative commitments is a 
critical contributor to the sustenance of an ongoing performance environment. 
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